The credibility of the witnesses here should be decided
in Consol's favor.  Hull testified that when they were dis-
cussing Pittman's having taken the day off on Monday Pittman
explained that he had been working on his house and that when
his wife reminded him that it was time to go to work, he just
decided that he would not go to work {Tr. 1462) .  It is doubt-
ful that Hull, if he were fabricating a story, would conjure
up a conversation with Pittman's wife if that had not been
mentioned by Pittman himself in an effort to explain his taking
of a day off after his request to be absent had been denied.

Pittman's claim that Thomas called him on Saturday to tell
him he would probably be fired is not convincing because Thomas
was consulted about the matter only after Rudy Toney had called
Hull in response to Pittman's phone call indicating that he was
expecting to be discharged for taking the day off.  It is un-
likely that Thomas would have called Pittman on Saturday to
warn him he might be discharged on Monday and then recommend to
Hull that. Pittman not be discharged, especially since Toney had
testified that Hull had indicated to him that his decision with
respect to discharging Pittman would be made after he had con-
sulted with Thomas on the following Monday.  Finally, if Hull
had actually granted Pittman's request for a day off, there
would have been no reason for him to deny that he had ever
granted that request or tell Toney that he would have to con-
sult with Thomas before determining whether Pittman should be
discharged for taking a day off from work.

The outcome of Pittman's having taken the day off indi-
cates that Consol's management was at least reasonable on one
occasion in doing no more than warn him that no further taking
of days off without permission would be tolerated.

Pittman's Roof-Control Violations

Blankenship testified that Pittman had failed to follow
the roof-control plan on at least three occasions.  The first
time occurred when Pittman was near an outcrop in the mine.
When outcrops are being approached, the roof-control plan re-
quires that additional support be set in the form of one row
of posts and establishment of a 16-foot roadway.  Pittman had
set the required row of posts but he had set them against the
rib and the roadway was 18 to 19 feet wide.  The row of posts
is needed to warn the miners as to whether the road is becom-
ing unstable and if the posts are set against the rib, as
Pittman had set them, they do not perform the function of pro-
viding a warning of unstable roof when cutting toward an out-
crop. (Tr. 1982).

Pittman's second violation of the roof-control plan oc-
curred when the continuous-mining machine was covered up by a
massive roof fall.  When Blankenship inspected the site of
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